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L REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 



The real party-in-interest is the assignee, Hewlett- 
corporation, having its principal place of business in Palo 



Packard C ompany, a Delaware 



Alto 



II- RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFfHR 



There are no known related appeals or interferences khbwUi 
appellant's legal representative, or assignee that will directly aEFe: t 
by or have a bearing on the Appeal Board's decision in the per dLig 



ID. STATUS OF CLAIMS 
Claims 1 and 3 - 38 are rejected. No claims have beefi 
claims 1 and 3 - 38 is appealed. 



IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 



In response to the Final Office Action, the claims weri 



the 



(1) Independent claim 1 was amended to incorporate the 
recitations of dependent claim 3. In turn, claim 3 is; <;arjpe|ed. 

(2) Independent claim 29 was amended to incorpoi-2 te 
recitations of dependent claim 30. In turn, claim 30 
and claim 3 1 was amended to depend from claim 29 

(3) Independent claim 33 was amended to incorporate 
recitations of dependent claim 34. In turn, claim 34 



am en led as follows: 



forin 



Applicants merely canceled claims and moved limitations 
into independent claims to place the application in a better 
1.116(b)(1) and (2). 

In the Advisory Action (date mailed: 02/08/2005), the 
any amendments. Thus, the claims on appeal and in the followULg 
correspond to the claims without the noted amendments. 



al! 



wa 



for 



d lifornia. 



NCES 



owed. The rejection of 



Was 



( o appellant, the 
or be directly affected 
appeal. 



::ro n 



canceled, 



c mceled. 



dependent claims 
afopeal per 37 CFR 



jipcaiHuitler refused to enter 
i Il|im Appendix 
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In response to the Appeal Brief filed May 1 1, 2005, a 
dated 08/10/2005 was issued. In response to this Office Action 
prosecution and issued new grounds of rejection. In response 
08/10/2005, Appellants submit this Reply Appeal Brief. No 
other evidence are being submitted. 



404- fi::ial Office Action 

, tl s Jxaminer re-opened 
tp flwe Office Action of 
ahienldn tents, affidavits, or 



V. SUMM ARY OF CT AIMED SIJBJFJTT VL T TER 



The summary is set forth in six exemplary embodiments 
independent claims 1, 23, 28, 29, 33, and 37. Discussions aboii 
of these claims can be found at least at the cited locations in thl 
drawings. 



defiititi >n 



Claim 1 

A model for compiling a specification of a process 

service nodes, wherein each of said service nodes is a 
consumer service (see FIGS. 2 and 3, #203: p. 16, section 

a first flow diagram sequencing said service nodes as a 
process definition (see FIGS. 2 and 3: specification starting at 

method nodes, wherein each of said method nodes is a 
executable operations inherent to a consumer service represented 
nodes (see FIGS. 2 and 3, #205, 205': p. 17 section entitled '* 



1 entitled 



p. 8 ; 



.respedt ve 



Claim 23 

A computer tool for compiling a specification of a 
computer code for representing a plurality of indi vidua 

wherein each of said service nodes is representative of a 

setup phase for each of the individual services (see FIGS. 2 an<jl 

entitled "Service nodes 203"); and 

computer code for compiling a set of the service nodes 

forming a generically defined flow for said process (see FIGS. [2 

starting at p. 8, line 20). 



tlblati correspond to 
t e^njents and recitations 
salification and 



M<5thi d 



into 



ar i 



process 01 uprising: 



comprising; 
}efprflse| citation of a 

Service nodes 203'*); 
lfepfle^entation of the 
20); and 
of 

'bne of said service 
nodes 205, 205"0- 



li ie: 



rspi :s< sntation 1 



: serf ices as service nodes, 

service invocation 
3,ft2f)3:p. 16, section 



composite service 
specification 
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Claim 29 

A method for structuring individual electronic services 
service platform, the method comprising: 

providing a top level having service nodes representatij/- 
elements of the composite service (see FIGS. 2 and 3, #203: p 
"Service nodes 203"); 

providing a subsidiary level, wherein said service nodos 
nodes for execution of specific operations inherent to a res 
represented thereby (see FIGS, 2 and 3, #205, 205': p. 17 sectibh 
205, 205*"); and 

providing linking nodes in the top level for connecting 
process flow, wherein said flow forms a hierarchical specificatt 
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Claim 28 

A computer tool for compiling a specification of a procjess; 
specification of the process comprising: 

computer code for representing a plurality of individup: 
wherein each of said service nodes is representative of a respoc tiv<; 
setup phase for each of the individual services (see FIGS. 2 aAd 3 
entitled "Service nodes 203*'); 

computer code for compiling a set of the service node^ 
forming a generically defined flow of said process (see FIGS 
starring at p. 8, line 20); 

computer code for executing the specification of the pjxice 
generically defined flow by expanding each node of said set o|f th<[ 
method nodes, invoking functionalities of the individual services 
of said method nodes represent a plurality of inherent executa> 
with a respectively associated one of the individual services (seje 
205': p. 17 section entitled "Method nodes 205, 205'"). 



int:» £ 



7, aud 



sw ces 



Slid 



on 



epresented by the 
service nodes into 
tftie *eby, wherein each 
e <>t>€ rations associated 
IfraS.2and3 > #205 > 



ai id executing the 



P . 5 



as service nodes, 
Service invocation 
: p. 16* section 



#103: 



composite service 
B: specification 



legist Ted on an electronic 



3 oj 'extracted 



se ction 



common 
entitled 



ar&e cpanded into method 
ile ctronic service 
enti tied "Method nodes 



se rvice nodes into a 
a ing a sequential 



copy 
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series of said individual electronic services (see FIGS. 2 and 
8, line 20). 



defined 



Claim 33 

A method of executing a given composite process, 
of individual electronic services registered on an electronic 
comprising: 

segregating generic electronic services common to the 
from operations respectively inherent to each of said generic 
(specification starting at p. 16, line 1); 

compiling a composite process flow using said generics 
(specification starting at p. 16, line 1); and 

invoking each operations functionalities of each of saiji 
by expansion of each of said generic electronic services into 
needed to continue said composite process (see pages 16 and 
203" and "Flow of method invocations" and 'Method nodes 



service is 



l£vin composite process 
^lpcljqoiuc services 



slectr >nic services 



gette|ic electronic services 
s^id opt rations only as 

sections: "Service nodes 
3015,80$'"). 



6, 



Claim 37 

A computer tool for composing electronic service 
comprising: 

computer code for structuring a plurality of service noc^s, 
service nodes is representative of a generic service and includes 
essential to invoking said service (see FIGS. 2 and 3, #203: p. 
"Service nodes 203"); 

computer code for invoking a plurality of method node|s ; 
nodes is representative of operations inherent to an associated 
(see FIGS. 2 and 3, #205 9 205*: p. 17 section entitled "Method 

computer code for linking nodes sequencing said service 
flow representative of a composite service including more thari 
FIGS. 2 and 3: specification starting at p. 8, line 20). 



sp 5C fication starting at p. 



oie 



rodos 



node s 



one 



a: : including a plurality 
platform, the method 



searching i intime criteria 



wl erein each of said 
oniy those criteria 
isec tion entitled 



wHiejfein a set of method 
(j)f said service nodes 
205,205"'); and 
into a coherent 
gjfcneric service (see 
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VI. GROU NDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIeW f) « >N APPEAL 



35 



I Claims 1-22, 23-27, 28, and 37-38 are rejected undejr 
the claimed subject matter is directed to non-statutory subject tbafleiH. 



II. Claims 1 and 3 - 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1^)2 
"eFIow: A Platform for Developing and Managing Composite i 
Casati). 



jeing anticipated by 
Slei vices** (hereafter 



US.C §101 because 
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VIC ARGUMENT 
The Argument is divided into two main sections. Section 
rejections under 35 U.S.C. §101, and Section II addresses the 
§102. 



L Rejection of Claims Is Improper Under 35 U.S.C. §101 

The rejection of claims 1-22, 23-27, 28, and 37-38 unddr 36 flj.S.C. §101 is 
improper. Appellant respectfully requests withdrawal of this rfeiectioL 



Overview of Law on 35 USC § 101 

Under 35 USC § 101, patentable subject matter must hdve 
the subject matter must be one of processes, machines, manufaotui 
of matter. Generally, three categories are not included as patent ab 
abstract ideas, (2) laws of nature, and (3) natural phenomena. bpc<i*i<i 
to be patented must be "useful." 



Argument: Claims Satisfy 35 USC § 101 

Appellants' claimed subject matter meets all of the critjejria 
Appellants discuss each of the rejected independent claims (clkjmii 



Claim 1 

Independent claiml recites "a model for compiling a s^ciftc^tion 
definition." First, clearly, the claimed model compiles something 
means "to run (as a program) through a compiler" (see www, 



tsra 
too 
Flflr. 



Second, Appellant's specification provides a definition for the 
"The present invention provides a two-level process modeling 
herein as simply the "model 1 ' or the "tool") as exemplified b^ 
added: see publication number 20030028389 at paragraph [00 
at p. 7). 

If the claim term "model*' is construed in accordance wiiih tffce 
plain meaning, then claim 1 is patentable subject matter of acc Di*di : g 



5jec:tl 



] or 



■;wo 



a< dresses the 
>ns under 35 U.S.C 



ei 3 



basic criteria. First, 
i, and compositions 
subject matter (1) 
, the subject matter 



uder 35 U.S.C §101. 
1 23, 28, and 37). 



of a process 
'[nfle word "compile" 
nftfcrrt&nfl- webster. com l. 



' aiodel" as follows: 
2< 10 (also referred to 
2" (Emphasis 
< riginal specification 



specification and its m 
to 35 USC § 101. 
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The Office Action contends that claim 1 does not 
application. In other words, the Office Action contends that 
useful, concrete, and tangible result. Appellant respectfully 

Claim 1 has a practical application in the technological 
produces a concrete, tangible, and useful result. In other words 
one step or one act that produces something that is concrete, t^igi$>lf 
of illustration only, claim 1 recites (emphasis added): 



disagree; 



A model for compiling a specification of a protiss (ignition 
comprising: . . . a first flow diagram sequencing s %fd fleiHce 
nodes as a representation of the process definition 



service 



Thus, claim 1 recites a flow diagram that sequences 
the claim recites a concrete, tangible, and useful result for co 
by providing a flow diagram that sequences service nodes of ttt 
act of sequencing service nodes provides a concrete, tangible, 



mpiling 



(see 



Claim 23 

Independent claim 23 recites "a computer tool for 
process." First, clearly, the claimed computer tool compiles 
"compile" means "to run (as a program) through a compiler'* 
webster.com). Second, Appellant's specification provides a dejflnitM 
as follows: "The present invention provides a two-level process 
referred to herein as simply the "model" or the "tool") as 
(Emphasis added: see publication number 20030028389 at 
specification at p, 7). 

If the claim term "computer tool" is construed in accor&^ncte $nth 
specification and its plain meaning, then claim 23 is patentable 
according to 35 USC § 101. 



and 



arts; 

ft .-5 



pio< ess 



nub 



is! i a practical 
does not produce a 



s ince the claim 
(jflaim recites at least 
, and useful. By way 



rpdes. In other words, 
a process definition 
definition. The 
result. 



js jful : 



for the term "tool" 
mttd|ling-tool 200 (also 
exejmpliiiedbyFIG. 2" 
parja£Ta$hfl[0044] or original 



Git 



P . 9 



com^liijig h specification of a 
scjijieddi Lg. The word 
b/vw.merriam- 



the 
matter of 
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Further, claim 23 expressly recites "computer code 
functions. The courts have upheld that "computer code" is 
within the meaning of 35 USC § 101. 

The Office Action contends that claim 23 is merely a 
tangible. Appellant respectfully disagrees. 

Claim 23 has a practical application in the technologic a 
produces a concrete ) tangible, and useful result. In other word^ 
one step or one act that produces something that is concrete, 
of illustration only, claim 23 recites (emphasis added): 



fox perfc rming claimed 
pajgept£[pl§ subject matter 



piograi i and fails to be 



t^rigi 



4f 



i set 



A computer tool for compiling a specification 
comprising: . . . computer code for compiling a 
nodes into a composite service forming a genericil 
flow for said process. 



Thus, claim 23 recites computer code that compiles sea-v ice 
composite service. These service nodes form a generically deii lec . 
In other words, the claim recites a concrete, tangible, and usefikl 
service nodes into a composite service. The act of compiling Slavic 
composite service provides a concrete, tangible, and useful 



i resu 



Claim 28 

Independent claim 28 recites "a computer tool for compi|lin& i 
process and executing the specification." First, clearly, the claimed 
compiles and executes something. The word "compile" means 
through a compiler." The word "execute" means "to perform 
encoded instructions - used of a computer program or routine 1 
webster.com). Second, Appellant's specification provides a defi^iitiM for 
as follows: "The present invention provides a two-level process 
referred to herein as simply the "model" or the "tool") as 



ails 



thi 



13 recess 



ih > service 
i: el hied 



"to 



trie icate 1 



the term "tool" 
tool 200 (also 
exfefopltffed by FIG. 2" 



node ing 



resu. 



>ince the claim 
aim recites at least 
and useful. By way 



flow] 



npdes into a 

for the process. 
It for compiling 
i todes into a 



specification of a 
cdmputer tool 
m i (as a program) 
tasks according to 
Www.merriam- 
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accordance 
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pei firming 
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(Emphasis added: see publication number 20030028389 at 
specification at p. 7). 

If the claim term "computer tool" is construed in 
specification and its plain meaning, then claim 28 is patentable 
according to 35 USC § 101. 

Further, claim 28 expressly recites "computer code" for 
functions. The courts have upheld that "computer code 1 * is 
within the meaning of 35 USC § 101. 

The Office Action contends that claim 28 is merely a jir^g^ctJi that is an abstract 
idea with not tangible results. Appellant respectfully disagrees 

Claim 28 has a practical application in the technologic £ 
produces a concrete, tangible, and useful result. In other words, 
one step or one act that produces something that is concrete, tsiigilNle 
of illustration only, claim 28 recites (emphasis added): 



patentable 



of 



tservice 



A computer tool for compiling a specification 
executing the specification of the process comprising: 

computer code for compiling a set of the 
a composite service forming a generically defined 
process; 

computer code for executing the specification 



setfvicc 



Thus, claim 28 recites computer code that compiles 
composite service and executes the specification of the procesk 
claim recites a concrete, tangible, and useful result for compiliik 
composite service and executing the specification of the process 
and executing provide a concrete, tangible, and useful result 



10 



arts 
the c 



of 



a pre cess and 



P. ll 



claimed 
subject matter 



rince the claim 
aim recites at least 
and useful. By way 



no ies into 

■flow f >r said 



1h t process 



n|des into a 
IiH other words, the 
sflnjice nodes into a 
Tfliel acts of compiling 
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Claim 37 

Independent claim 37 recites "a computer tool for coiribosiW 
runtime criteria." Appellant's specification provides a definite i for 
follows: 'The present invention provides a two-level process inodv: 
referred to herein as simply the "model" or the "tool") as e*$m|ili 
(Emphasis added: see publication number 20030028389 at pa^gr^rt 
specification at p. 7). 

If the claim term "computer tool" is construed in accord[anfcie 
specification and its plain meaning, then claim 37 is patentable 
according to 35 USC § 101. 

Further, claim 37 expressly recites "computer code" 
functions. The courts have upheld that "computer code" is 
within the meaning of 35 USC § 101. 

The Office Action contends that claim 37 is merely a 
tangible. Appellant respectfully disagrees. 

Claim 37 has a practical application in the technologies i arte 
produces a concrete, tangible, and useful result. In other words, |Qw 
one step or one act that produces something that is concrete, tap git 
of illustration only, claim 37 recites (emphasis added): 



electronic searching 
he term "tool" as 
li lg-tool 200 (also 
lifeed by FIG. 2" 
[0044] or original 

vith the 
suMe :t matter of 

fo[r[pe|^o[pning claimed 
subject matter 



patfcntal 



progritn and fails to be 



A computer tool . . . comprising: . . . 

computer code for structuring a plurality of serfvitje [bodes ... 
computer code for invoking a plurality of met i nd i« des 
computer code for linking nodes sequencing s^d $tr|rice 
nodes into a coherent flow .... 



numerous 



Thus, claim 37 recites computer code that performs 
concrete functions, such as structuring service nodes, invoking 
sequencing service nodes into a coherent flow. In other words, 
concrete, tangible, and useful result for structuring, invoking, atji 
structuring, invoking, and sequencing provide a concrete, tangib: 



11 



the e 



S: 



s ince the claim 
aim recites at least 
and useful. By way 



e, in\ I 



tangible and 
n|iettio||l nodes, and 
recites a 
qty encing. The acts of 
useful result. 



am : 
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Law Supports Appellant's Position 

The legal position of the Appellant is clearly supported in 
law (see AT&T Corp. v. Excel Communications, 172 R3d 1352 at 
The law clearly states: "Only when the claim is devoid of any 
application in the technological arts should it be rejected under 35 
2106: Emphasis added). Appellant has shown that each of the 
claims is not devoid of any limitation to a practical application In 
As noted shown above, each independent claim 1, 23, 28, and 37 
world value. 

Next, Appellant respectfully cites MPEP 2106 to supptot 



why 



in 

tHsrofore 



lit] 
forifie] 



The applicant is in the best position to explain 
invention is believed useful. Office personnel should 
focus their efforts on pointing out statements made 
specification that identify all practical applications 
invention. Office personnel should rely on such statemtinlfls 
throughout the examination when assessing the invp|rtitin 
compliance with all statutory criteria. An applicant 
more than one practical application, but only one is 
satisfy the utility requirement. Office personnel 
the entire disclosure to determine the features necess 
accomplish at least one asserted practical application 
added). 



For at least these reasons, Appellants respectfully ask th<i 
withdraw the rejection under 35 USC § 101. 



1j 58 . 



limStaion 



rejected 
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WEP2106 and case 
(Fed. Cir. 1999)). 
to a practical 
101" (MPEP 
independent 
technological arts, 
at least one real 
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n. Rejection of Claims Is Improper Under 35 U.S.C. §102 

The rejection of claims 1 and 3-38 under 35 USC § 
Casati is improper. Appellant respectfully requests withdraw (of titfs 

The Arguments are separated into twelve different 
representing the following claims: 1, 3, 10, 11, 23, 24, 28, 29, 



argunu it i 



Law on 35 USC § 102 

A proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102 refthirfls 
reference disclose each element of the claim. See MPEP § 2131, 
Assoc., Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 220 U.S.P.Q. 303, 31 
Since Casati neither teaches nor suggests each element in the p^ri^n^ claims > these 
claims are allowable over Casati. 



1. Sub-Heading; (Claim 1) 

Claim 1 recites recitations that are not taught in Casati 
recites method nodes. Nowhere does Casati teach method 
even mention method nodes. 

The Office Action argues that FIG. 7 of Casati teaches 



nodes 



It is noted that the term tfi node" simply is only a lal)eL ijit <$bject- 
oriented programming, a method or method node u\ i c >n mon 
term and is a programmed procedure that is defined is a t of a 
class and included in any object of that class. The execi ti >n of 
method is invoked at runtime as instantiation. Clearly 1 i€ 
definition shown in FIG> 7 has means of method ^oc^s 
Final OA at p. 3: Emphasis added by Appellant). 



las: : 



The arguments presented in the Office Action are 
in Casati itself. Casati discusses service nodes: "In the figures, 
represented by rounded boxes in a light background" (p. 343). (Ijhud, t. 
shows a flow process with three service nodes: (1) Data Collecti 



02 



Fo] e: :ample, claim 1 
1 i i act, Casati does not 



13 



is 



ir d 



hat a single prior art 
lap, W.L. Gore& 
Fed. Cir. 1983). 



on 



>eing anticipated by 
rejection, 
and sub-headings 
37. 



riel 10 i nodes: 



process 

(See 



conti)a)ry p he direct teachings 
s ervices are 
: 7 IG. 7 of Casati 
!) Furniture Moving 
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nodes 



, nanjteily 



riodffsj Claim 1 expressly 
teadH seHvJce nodes in FIG. 7, 



\ weight to each term in 
st rvice nodes and 
ne. vice nodes, 
miist! be given their 
) ee MPEP§2111). 
n cited in claim 1 
c rasistent with 
diffefent. To illustrate one 
edification that 



2)5 i 



In other words, service nodes 203 of the top-leyil ibi define 
the highest level definition of a service on which method* or 
operations of the lower level 207 can be and generjUly ixt invoked 
and performed. Service nodes 203 define the service |Ji\Socation 
setup phase (e.g., search for the best service provider, 
authenticate, and the like) and method nodes 205 
the interaction phase, invoking actual physical opje^atflDifls 
delivering goods, receiving payments, and the like; 
different levels 201, 207 and two different kinds 
205 provides a tool which simplifies the service <?rim^o^ition 
effort since it allows the definition of a context— the £|eifvice— in 
which interactions are performed. (Emphasis ackfcd 
publication number 20030028389 at paragraph [00p5] flr fmginal 
specification at p. 8). 
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Services, and (3) Billing, Nowhere does FIG. 7 teach method 
recites both service nodes and method nodes. Casati does 
but does not teach method nodes. 

Appellant argues that the Examiner is not giving pateirt£bl$ 
claim 1. Specifically, claim 1 recites two different kinds of 
method nodes. FIG. 7 of Casati teaches one kind of node, 
Appellant acknowledges that during patent examination claim s 
broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specific aiioti (i 
Casati, however, does not teach both method and service nodU a$ 
when these terms are given their broadest reasonable interpretjatiot 
Appellant's specification. Service nodes and method nodes 
example of this difference, Appellant reproduces a portion of }t(s st 
discusses FIG. 2: 



define 

(e.g.. 
Hilvijhg two 
cjf ijpqles 203, 
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Thus, claim 1 and Appellant's specification clearly sufiriort 
nodes: service nodes and method nodes. Since Casati only teawes 
nodes, Casati does not anticipate claim 1. 

Claim 1 recites additional recitations that are not taught |in 
claim 1 recites "wherein each of said method nodes is a 
operations inherent to a consumer service represented by one (j>| saBd 
assuming arguendo that Casati teaches method nodes (which il: 
Casati teach that each of the method nodes is a representation 
inherent to a consumer service that is represented by one of the feerjVide 

For at least these reasons, claim 1 and its dependent claims 

Casati. 



represents :icn 



docs 



3fe:<e< utable 



reasons 



f sc :o 



second 



2. Sub-Heading; (Claim 3) 

Claim 3 depends from claim 1. Thus, for at least the 
connection with claim 1, claim 3 is allowable over Casati. 

Claim 3 recites additional recitations that are not taughl: 
claim 3 recites "each of said service nodes is expandable Into 
method nodes" (emphasis added). The Office Action refers to 
Applicants have reviewed these figures and all of Casati. Nowjifce 
suggest that each of the service nodes is expandable into a 
method nodes. 

First, Casati does not teach both service nodes and meth<|>d 
Casati cannot anticipate claim 3 that requires expanding servicfe 

Second, even assuming arguendo that Casati* s service 
nodes (which they do not), Casati does not teach all the elements 
Casati discusses service nodes; "In the figures, basic services a*; 
boxes in a light background" (p. 343). Thus, FIG. 7 of Casati duUt 
three service nodes: (1) Data Collection, (2) Furniture Moving 
However, only the second service node (Furniture Moving Senli 
second flow diagram. By contrast, claim 1 recites a flow diagram 
nodes as a representation of a process definition. Claim 3 further 
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er\: 
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re: 



ITS 



noiei 



t^o different kinds of 
suggests service 



For example, 
of executable 
bervice nodes. Even 
]|ot), nowhere does 
operations 
nodes. 

allowable over 



p, 16 



§ iven above in 



<f|aj ati. For example, 
ad flow diagram of 

: i-3 and 7 of Casati. 
k es Casati teach or 
o v diagram of 



\]of es. Therefore, 

into method nodes, 
ejkpand into method 
aim 3. Specifically, 
rej^r :sented by rounded 
flow process with 
cks, and (3) Billing, 
i s expandable into a 
sdqi encing said service 
it ;s that each of the 
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service nodes is expandable into a second flow diagram. Casati oikly 
several service nodes is expandable. 

Under § 102, a reference must teach every element of 
teach that each of the service nodes is expandable into a secorlc 
nodes. For at least this reason, Appellant respectfully requests! illcltvAnce 



reasons 



taught in 



3. Sub-Heading: (Claim 10) 

Claim 10 depends from claim 1 . Thus, for at least the 
connection with claim 1, claim 10 is allowable over Casati. 

Claim 1 0 recites additional recitations that are not 
claim 10 recites that each of the service nodes comprises 
certification properties. Nowhere does Casati teach a flow di^gjrai^ 4 
nodes and that each service node comprises consumer and s< 

According to MPEP § 21 1 1 .01, the words of a claim n^st tie 
meaning. Merri am -Webster is an online dictionary (www 



consumer and 



vmemam 



emfy.' 



provides the following definitions for the terms "certification" ^nd 
Certification 

1: the act of certifying : the sate of being certified 



Certify (including inflected forms certifying and ceriftad' 
1 : to attest authoritatively: as a : conform b : to pn?seni: hi formal 
communication c : to attest as being true or as repres sntod or as 
meeting a standard 

Nowhere does Casati teach that each of the service nod^ <x|>|m|>rises consumer 
and service certification properties. 



4. Sub-Heading: (Claim 11) 

Claim 1 1 depends from claim L Thus, for at least the r< 
connection with claim 1 , claim 1 1 is allowable over Casati. 
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clilni Casati does not 
diagram of method 
of claim 3. 
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Claim 1 1 recites additional recitations that are not 
claim 1 1 recites that each of the service nodes comprises 
handling rules. Nowhere does Casati teach a flow diagram 
that each service nodes comprises service-level exception handilinli xfiles 

The Office Action argues that this recitation is taught m Casjti 
column, section 4.2, first paragraph. This section of Casati is jcfpn()|di|ced 
convenience: 



taugjjit ift (Jfasati. For example, 
exception 
service nodes and 



sequencug 



eirors 



In dynamic operational environments, service 
definitions may need to be modified for some of th[e 
instances. For example, we may need to manage 
exceptional situations, deal with new laws or 
simply to improve the process definition, eflow 
of dynamic changes. 



piocsss 



■ business 



,or 

supjborlfe two types 



defin tic is 



exceptional 



This section of Casati teaches that service process 
modified. <f For example, we may need to manage errors or 
Casati uses the word "exceptional" but this usage does not teaph tft 
11. More specifically, claim 1 1 recites that each of the service 
level exception handling rules. 



l respective 



5. Sub-Heading: (Claim 23) 

Claim 23 recites recitations that are not taught in Casatli 
recites "each of said service nodes is representative of a 
setup phase for each of the individual services" (emphasis adfrfcd 
teach or suggest that each of the service nodes represents a 
setup phase for each of the individual services. 

The Office Action refers to Section 4.1 and FIG. 7 
recitation. FIG. 7 of Casati shows a flow process with three 
Collection, (2) Furniture Moving Services, and (3) Billing, 
service node (Furniture Moving Services) is expandable into a 



resascti 



of (j£.sa: 



services 



17 



noc 



rujtinng 

01 



: o lcies, 



However 



sec<m< 



at page 435, left 
below for 



may need to be 

situations 
Recitations in claim 
comprises service- 



rs |xample, claim 23 
service invocation 
TiJo where does Casati 
yfl service invocation 



f >rl 



teaching this 
nfcdes: (1) Data 
only the second 
flow diagram. 
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Casati, however, does not teach or suggest that each of the 
service invocation setup phase for each of the individual services 



sejrdcE r odes represents a 



6. Sub-Heading: (Claim 24) 

Claim 24 depends from claim 23. Thus, for at least th^ 
connection with claim 23, claim 24 is allowable over Casati. 

Claim 24 recites additional recitations that are not 
claim 24 recites that the service nodes are expandable into mejthocjt 
Casati teach method nodes. In fact, Casati does not even 

The Office Action argues that FIG. 7 of Casati teaches 



taught ift ([Casati. For example, 
njpdes. Nowhere does 
th&hod nodes, 
nodes: 



i mention 



label 



It is noted that the term "node" simply is only a 
oriented programming, a method or method node i 
term and is a programmed procedure that is definejl 
class and included in any object of that class. The 
method is invoked at runtime as instantiation, 
definition shown in FIG. 7 has means of method 
Final OA at p. 3: Emphasis added by Appellant). 



part of a 
fotecuti on of 



Cleaily 



conthiry 



<)asic 



]K>d<:5 



ser/i ;e 



The arguments presented in the Office Action are 
in Casati itself Casati discusses service nodes: "In the figures, 
represented by rounded boxes in a light background" (p. 343) 
shows a flow process with three service nodes: (1) Data Colleftjior}, 
Services, and (3) Billing. Nowhere does FIG. 7 teach method 
recites both service nodes and method nodes. Casati does teact 
but does not teach method nodes. 

Appellant argues that the Examiner is not giving patent^bli 
claim 24. Specifically, claim 24 recites two different kinds of nW 
method nodes. FIG. 7 of Casati teaches one kind of node, name 
Appellant acknowledges that during patent examination claimi 
broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the 



specific^ or 



:eas o: is given above in 



met i( d 



18 



BES 



i >bject- 
0i Ml im on 



must 



(hi ; process 
iiodej . (See 



the direct teachings 
services are 
FIG. 7 of Casati 
( I) Furniture Moving 
Claim 24 expressly 
nodes in FIG. 7, 



height to each term in 
service nodes and 
y ^Jsrjj/ice nodes. 
3e given their 
(4e MPEP §2111). 
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Casati, however, does not teach both method and service 
when these terms are given their broadest reasonable interpr^ati|}n 
Appellant's specification. Service nodes and method nodes 
example of this difference, Appellant reproduces a portion ojf 
discusses FIG. 2: 



"ecited in claim 24 
consistent with 
^rfe dSJff&rent. To illustrate one 
specification that 



level 



. genehdly 



service 



s provider 



20 : 



o orations 



In other words, service nodes 203 of the top 
the highest level definition of a service on which 
operations of the lower level 207 can be and 
and performed. Service nodes 203 define the 
setup phase (e.g., search for the best service 
authenticate, and the like) and method nodes 205 
the interaction phase, invoking actual physical 
delivering goods, receiving payments, and the like) 
different levels 201, 207 and two different kindi 
205 provides a tool which simplifies the service 
effort since it allows the definition of a context—1 
which interactions are performed. (Emphasis added 
publication number 20030028389 at paragraph [0(1: 
specification at p. 8). 



its 



1 define 
ftetljijoqs or 

invoked 



Thus, claim 24 and Appellant's specification clearly support 



of nodes: service nodes and method nodes. Since Casati only 
nodes, Casati does not anticipate claim 24. 

Claim 24 recites additional recitations that are not tau^t 
claim 24 recites wherein the method nodes are representative 
operation inherent to a respective one of the individual services 
thereto. Nowhere does Casati teach such a recitation. Further, 
pointed to a location in Casati that teaches this recitation. 



wo different kinds 
l ejacMe^l or suggests service 



»f 
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tioles: 
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in vocation 
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7. Sub-Heading: (Claim 28) 

Claim 28 recites recitations that are not taught in Cass ti . Ftir 
recites "each of said service nodes is representative of a respective; 
setup phase for each of the individual services" (emphasis added] 
teach or suggest that each of the service nodes represents a re:jpectiv|£ 
setup phase for each of the individual services. 

The Office Action refers to Section 4.1 and FIG. 7 of Cpsiji 
recitation. FIG. 7 illustrates three services; Data collection, FijujrutkM; 
(generic node), and Billing. Only one of these nodes (i.e., Fujritui e 
shown as a generic node. Casati does not teach or suggest thai 
represents a service invocation setup phase for each of the inc iVictiial ; 

Claim 28 recites additional recitations that are not taught 
claim 28 recites expanding each node of said set of the service nclAefc 
As noted in connection with FIG. 7, Casati teaches expanding only 
Casati does not mention expanding a set of service nodes. 

Further, claim 28 recites both service and method nodes; 
teach method nodes. In fact, Casati does not even mention methoc 

The Office Action argues that FIG. 7 of Casati teaches 



It is noted that the term "node" simply is only a latye 1. fli Object- 
oriented programming, a method or method node i s |a c|4>nJmon 
term and is a programmed procedure that is define^ as 
class and included in any object of that class. The 6iecfoti|t>n 
method is invoked at runtime as instantiation. Clee rly 
definition shown in FIG. 7 has means of method 
Final OA at p. 3: Emphasis added by Appellant). 



conttexy 



The arguments presented in the Office Action are 
in Casati itself. Casati discusses service nodes: "In the figures, 
represented by rounded boxes in a light background" (p. 343). 
shows a flow process with three service nodes: (1) Data Colle^tjior^ 



basi 
"hus 
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BES 
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nodes 



p. 31 



example, claim 28 
^ervice invocation 

Jjowhere does Casati 
service invocation 

or teaching this 
Moving Services 
Moving Services) is 
pf the service nodes 

services, 
(ffasati. For example, 
into method nodes, 
dne service node. 



TflpA /here does Casati 
nodes, 
inethc d nodes: 



of a 
of 
process 

. (See 



o the direct teachings 
c services are 

IG. 7 of Casati 
(fi) Furniture Moving 
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Services, and (3) Billing. Nowhere does FIG. 7 teach methoc 
recites both service nodes and method nodes. Casati does teapji 
but does not teach method nodes. 

Appellant argues that the Examiner is not giving 
claim 28. Specifically, claim 28 recites two different kinds 
method nodes. FIG. 7 of Casati teaches one land of node, 
Appellant acknowledges that during patent examination clainLj 
broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the 
Casati, however, does not teach both method and service nod 
when these terms are given their broadest reasonable interprel at 
Appellant's specification. Service nodes and method nodes are 
example of this difference, Appellant reproduces a portion of [its 
discusses FIG. 2: 



oi'noc 
narji^ly 



: specification ( 



veight to each term in 
3s( service nodes and 
service nodes, 
nttislt be given their 
see MPEP §2111), 
e|s ag rjicited in claim 28 
iofy consistent with 
dififejfent. To illustrate one 
sttejfcification that 



131 



methods 



205 



In other words, service nodes 203 of the top-level 
the highest level definition of a service on which 
operations of the lower level 207 can be and generilky 
and performed. Service nodes 203 define the service 
setup phase (e.g., search for the best service provitfLjsr, 
authenticate, and the like) and method nodes 205, 
the interaction phase, invoking actual physical 
delivering goods, receiving payments, and the like) 
different levels 201, 207 and two different kinds 
205 provides a tool which simplifies the service 
effort since ft allows the definition of a context-ill] 
which interactions are performed. (Emphasis added 
publication number 20030028389 at paragraph [0056] 
specification at p. 8). 



iio<3 es. 
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Thus, claim 28 and Appellant's specification clearly 
of nodes: service nodes and method nodes. Since Casati only 
nodes, Casati does not anticipate claim 28. 

Claim 28 recites additional recitations that are not 
claim 28 recites wherein each of said method nodes represent 
executable operations associated with a respectively associat<4 
services. Nowhere does Casati teach this limitation. Further, 
pointed to a location in Casati that teaches this limitation. 



isupf 3r; 
1ea< h< s 



taught 



lie 



8. Sub-Heading: (Claim 29) 

Claim 29 recites recitations that are not taught in Casati. tiAr 
recites a top level having service nodes and a subsidiary level wh< rejn 
are expanded into method nodes . . Nowhere does Casati teaih Ur 
recitation. The Office Action contends the following: 



1 x < bject- 
a c m mon 
as pa|t of a 
dxjectitiitm of 



It is noted that the term "node" simply is only a latjel. 
oriented programming, a method or method node ik 
term and is a programmed procedure that is define^ 
class and included in any object of that class. The 
methods is invoked at runtime as instantiation. 

(See Final OA at p. 3) 

Per MPEP 2111 .01, the words of a claim must be giveij the r 
unless defined in the specification. The claim recitations are dJfjn eU i|i 
specification; 



Service nodes 203 define the service invocation setup 
search for the best service provider, authenticate, ar^d 
method nodes 205, 205' 205 define the interaction 
actual physical operations (e.g., delivering goods, 
payments, and the like). Having two different levels 
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Casati. For example, 
a pjljur ality of inherent 
ofle :>f the individual 
(Bfl ice Action has not 
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Ool 

ov 



vl ich 



two different kinds of nodes 203, 205 provides a 
simplifies the service composition effort since it il 
definition of a context~the service-in which inte]4tiU>n| 
performed. (See paragraph [0056] in US Application 
Al). 



As another example, claim 29 recites four different nodes 
nodes, linking nodes, and an event node. Applicants respectful 
Action has not identified each of these four different nodes in (taiktj 

For at least these reasons, claim 29 is allowable over ffiasji 



9. Sub-Heading: (Claim 30) 

Claim 30 depends from claim 29. Thus, for at least the 
connection with claim 29, claim 30 is allowable over Casati. 

Claim 30 recites additional recitations that are not tau^ljt 
claim 29 recites "providing event nodes." Per MPEP 21 1 L01 , 
be given their «plain meaning 9 ' unless defined in the specificatiA: 
is provided with the following definition in Applicants' specif JatiM 



an "event node" is generic for a predetermined system 
as "'WAIT for customer cancellation;" an event node 
composite electronic-services to send and receive sover^l 
notifications (in this example, if the operation receives 
order" it thus leads to a process "complete" node. (Site ^graph 
[0057] in US Application 20030028389 Al). 



Nowhere does Casati teach or suggest "an event node" 
Applicants* specification. 



the 
are 

: 0(1130028389 



rea oi is given above in 



the 



as 



23 



i] 



s< rvice nodes, method 
ss ert that the Office 



p. 24 



C asati. For example, 
vqrds of a claim must 
rfte term "event node" 



ev< nt such 
bles 
ypes of 
1 :ancel 



term is defined in 
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10. Sub-Heading: (Claim 33) 

Claim 33 recites recitations that are not taught in Casati 
recites invoking each operations functionalities of each of slid 
services by expansion of each of said generic electronic sendee^ 
only as needed to continue said composite process. Appelant 
these recitations are not taught in Casati, 

In Casati, FIG. 7 illustrates three services: Data colle<|>t|iorj, 
Services (generic node), and Billing. Only one of these nodes 
Services) is shown as a being expandable. Casati does not teicjh 
operations of each of the generic services by expanding each 

Further, the claim recites that each of the generic services 
needed to continue the composite process. Nowhere does Ca^ti 
recitation. 



sen ices 



11. Sub-Heading: (Claim 34) 

Claim 34 depends from claim 33. Thus, for at least th^ 
connection with claim 33, claim 34 is allowable over Casati 

Claim 34 recites recitations that are not taught in Cas^t 
recites "compiling a plurality of the individual electronic 
search for data associated with said given composite process 
requirement from each of said individual generic electronic 
Nowhere does Casati teach or suggest this recitation. 

The Office Action cites Section 1 * Value-added servict 
recitation. Appellant respectfully disagrees. Appellant has 
Nowhere does this section (or any section of Casati) teach 
as associated with a search for data ... as recited in claim 34. 



12. Sub-Heading: (Claim 37) 

Claim 37 recites recitations that are not taught in Casatli, 
recites "a plurality of service nodes, wherein each of said 
of a generic service" (emphasis added). Further, the claim recites 



I service 



cf i:e 



rea so is given above in 



24 



for example, claim 33 
^^njsric electronic 
irlto said operations 
:jes|bectfully submits that 

I urniture Moving 
Furniture Moving 
s uggest invoking 
generic services, 
ar i expanded only as 
tlca ;h or suggest such a 



or 



services 



havin > 



For 



p, 25 



example, claim 34 
associated with a 
at least one 
(emphasis added). 



fq>|r l|eachhig this 
revi^w^lJ his section. 
coEhbilihg electronic services 



F0|r |xample, claim 37 
bolides is representative 
Uhljling nodes . . 
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' 'including more than one generic service" (emphasis added) 
or suggest a plurality of service nodes wherein each of the 
of a generic service. 

The Office Action refers to Section 4. 1 and FIG. 7 
recitations. FIG. 7 illustrates three services: Data collection, 
(generic node), and Billing. Only one of these nodes (i.e., FuMtifte 
shown as a generic node. Thus, the recited limitation is not sho 

Further, claim 37 recites three different nodes: methoc 
linking nodes. Casati does not teach a computer tool for 
searching runtime criteria having three different nodes. 

Further, nowhere does Casati teach method nodes. In 
mention method nodes. 

The Office Action argues that FIG. 7 of Casati teacher iMWId nodes 



of QasiJti (for teaching these 
Ifi(rnJtu|e Moving Services 
proving Services) is 

wrl 

to(jliesl service nodes, and 
compfejsirife flectronic service 



fact, 



It is noted that the term "node" simply is only a lai d 
oriented programming, a method or method node is 
term and is a programmed procedure that is defined 
class and included in any object of that class. The 
method is invoked at runtime as instantiation, 
definition shown in FIG. 7 has means of method 
Final OA at p. 3: Emphasis added by Appellant). 



: contiary 



Las: 



Thuiu \ 



The arguments presented in the Office Action are 
in Casati itself Casati discusses service nodes: "In the figures, 
represented by rounded boxes in a light background" (p. 343). 
shows a flow process with three service nodes: (1) Data Colleton), 
Services, and (3) Billing. Nowhere does FIG, 7 teach method 
recites both service nodes and method nodes. Casati does teach 
but does not teach method nodes. 



25 



Cf sati does not even 



Cleajrly tfi< 
1 10 dies 



to 



ttcde 



does Casati teach 
njkdes is representative 



hi object- 
con imon 
paft of a 
4>[ectitiit>n of 

process 

(See 



seme e 



lie direct teachings 
: |ervices are 

IG. 7 of Casati 
(1) Furniture Moving 
< 3aim 37 expressly 
nodes in FIG. 7, 
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CONCLUSION 
In view of the above, Appellant respectfully requests thje 
reverse the Examiner's rejection of all pending claims. 

Any inquiry regarding this Amendment and Response ^3n[ou|l|d 
S. Lyren at Telephone No. (281) 514-8236* Facsimile No. (28 ll) 
all correspondence should continue to be directed to the following 



Hewlett-Packard Company 

Intellectual Property Admtnistra^n 
P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, Colorado 80527-2400 




Phxlfr 



Reg 
Ph 



CERTIFICATE UNDER 37 C J.R. 1 



The undersigned hereby certifies that this paper or papers, as described herein 
Patent and Trademark Office facsimile number 57U273-8300 on this |Qy 



By. 




Name: Philip S. Lyre: i 



Boat i of Appeals to 



281 



s bk|in| transmitted to the United States 
dby <|>|f jjovember, 2005, 



>e directed to Philip 
5332. In addition, 
id Iress: 



514- 



26 



fi lly submitted, 



yren 
40,709 
514-8236 
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VIII. Claims Appendix 



1. A model for compiling a specification of a process definitipb 

service nodes, wherein each of said service nodes is a 
consumer service; 

a first flow diagram sequencing said service nodes as 
process definition; and 

method nodes, wherein each of said method nodes is n 
executable operations inherent to a consumer service 
nodes. 

2. (canceled) 



iepres 



: represented hy 



3. The model as set forth in claim 1 further comprising: 

wherein each of said service nodes is expandable into 
method nodes. 



4. The model as set forth in claim 1 wherein each of said servi^ 
accessing an electronic service registered on an electronic 



: servnce 



5. The model as set forth in claim 1 wherein each of said serviff nftdfs comprises: 

consumer service-level properties. 

6. The model as set forth in claim 5 wherein said consumer serVf cefjlefel properties 
comprises: 

a service search recipe or service selection rule. 



7. The model as set forth in claim 5 wherein said consumer ! 
comprises: 

a service reuse. 



: representation of 

one of said service 



seeM d flow diagram of 



ser^ce 
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8. The model as set forth in claim 5 wherein said consumer setvi«e4 
comprises; 

a service-inherent method flow. 



9. The model as set forth in claim 1 wherein each of said 
consumer authentication properties. 



service 



10. The model as set forth in claim 1 wherein each of said i 

consumer and service certification properties. 

1 1. The model as set forth in claim 1 wherein each of said i 

service-level exception handling rules. 

12. The model as set forth in claim 1 wherein each of said j 

the definition of interaction flow, defining how the i 
conducted. 



service 



semce 



service [popes comprises: 
int^rfacHoik with the service is 



13. The model as set forth in claim 1 wherein each of said 

representations of a service operation including 
context of at least one of said service nodes registered with a 



operations 



14. The model as set forth in claim 13 each of said method i 
the service operation to call. 



15. The model as set forth in claim 13 each of said method 

invocations for a specific operation of the method node 



16. The model as set forth in claim 13 each of said method nod^i 

input data, including formatting and handling specifications. 

17. The model as set forth in claim 13 each of said method nodis 



28 



method 



:no les comprises: 



n< des comprises: 



ic des comprises: 



p. 29 



level properties 



popes comprises: 
^xfccuted within the 
4ctiH>itc services platform. 



nodes fl:rt ler comprises; 



node 5 flirt ler comprises: 



ft[H er comprises: 



comprises: 



tter 
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output data, including formatting and handling speciliLILrls, 



18. The model as set forth in claim 13 each of said method] 
method-level exception handling rules. 



nodes 



19. The model as set forth in claim 1 wherein said specificati 
individual electronic services. 

20. The model as set forth in claim 1 applied in a distributed 
environment 



lQll 1<! 



90m; :uier network 



21. The model as set forth in claim 1 wherein said 

22. The model as set forth in claim 1 wherein said 
service. 



process is 2 



process is a 



voikJ low. 



cor: 



23. A computer tool for compiling a specification of a process 
computer code for representing a plurality of individual 

wherein each of said service nodes is representative of a 

setup phase for each of the individual services; and 

computer code for compiling a set of the service nodes 

forming a generically defined flow for said process. 



respective 



into 



24. The computer tool as set forth in claim 23 comprising: 

said service nodes are expandable into method nodes, 
representative of at least one respective operation inherent to a 
individual services which is expanded thereto. 



25. The computer tool as set forth in claim 24 comprising: 
said method nodes represent a plurality of inherent 
associated with a respectively associated one of the individual 



executah 



29 



sei vices 



p< isite electronic 



ft rther comprises: 



composition of 



comoiLsing; 



serac es 



sc rvice 



as service nodes, 
invocation 



1 < lomposite service 



Wfh|er4fn [method nodes are 
;*6sp8ctfve one of the 



< operations 
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26. The computer tool as set forth in claim 23 comprising: 

each said service nodes provides executable functions 
communication with each of said individual services. 



27. The computer tool as set forth in claim 23 comprising: 

the composite service is a service node flow specifying 
common to said process. 



28. A computer tool for compiling a specification of a process; 
specification of the process comprising: 

computer code for representing a plurality of individual 
wherein each of said service nodes is representative of a 
setup phase for each of the individual services; 

computer code for compiling a set of the service nodes 
forming a generically defined flow of said process; 

computer code for executing the specification of the 
generically defined flow by expanding each node of said set 
method nodes, invoking functionalities of the individual services 
of said method nodes represent a plurality of inherent executabjd 
with a respectively associated one of the individual services. 



i respective 



LltC 



proces 



<;x 



t acted common 



29. A method for structuring individual electronic services regi^enfti |m an electronic 
service platform, the method comprising; 

providing a top level having service nodes representativ|e of 
elements of the composite service; 

providing a subsidiary level, wherein said service nodes 
nodes for execution of specific operations inherent to a respecti yjs ej^ronic 
represented thereby; and 



iinc 



offttie 



30 



ge e ic functionalities 



sg] 7i :es 



are 



e< [ to setting up 



e: ecuting the 



as service nodes, 
service invocation 

composite service 



r presented by the 
ie vice nodes into 
tl sr ;by, wherein each 
o] eiations associated 



*x janded 



into method 
service 
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providing linking nodes in the top level for connecting 
process flow, wherein said flow forms a hierarchical specific^ 
series of said individual electronic services. 



30. The method as set forth in claim 29 further comprising: 

providing event nodes. 

31 . The method as set forth in claim 30 in an internet environment 



32. The method as set forth in claim 31 further comprising: 
executing a process for providing electronic services 
environment by executing the hierarchical specification. 



over 



5 ven 



33. A method of executing a given composite process, defined 
individual electronic services registered on an electronic serviiJs 
comprising: 

segregating generic electronic services, common to the 
from operations respectively inherent to each of said generic a 
compiling a composite process flow using said generic 
invoking each operations functionalities of each of said 
by expansion of each of said generic electronic services into safe ! 
needed to continue said composite process. 



34. The method as set forth in claim 33, said compiling further 

compiling a plurality of the individual electronic services 
search for data associated with said given composite process 
requirement from each of said individual generic electronic serV 



35. The method as set forth in claim 33, said compiling further 
compiling a composite process definition as a sequential 
wherein each said service node is a specification related to i 



invotdng 



having 



31 



saSjd feervice nodes into a 
b aving a sequential 



wo 
a 



as 



i;es 



senfjs 



c omposite process 
e|ctrttnlc services; 

.ecfrdnic services; and 
4en$ri||s electronic services 
otjeiflations only as 



compr smg 
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internet 



f uding a plurality of 
form, the method 



sociated with a 
least one 



qc Hi]] tiring; 



X3 



of service nodes, 
nmunications 
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with a specific one of said service nodes. 



36. The method as set forth in claim 35 said executing further 
including method nodes for each of said service nodes 
are invocations of operations inherent with an associated one 
services. 



said method nodes 
pi" th|<: i eneric electronic 



37. A computer tool for composing electronic service searchin g 
comprising: 

computer code for structuring a plurality of service nocti^s. 
service nodes is representative of a generic service and includes 
essential to invoking said service; 

computer code for invoking a plurality of method nodds 
nodes is representative of operations inherent to an associated pjrie 
and 

computer code for linking nodes sequencing said serviie 
flow representative of a composite sendee including more tham 



38. The tool as set forth in claim 37 comprising; 
computer code for handing event nodes. 



comprising 



who re n 



runti me criteria 



herein each of said 
those criteria 



on I 



wtfcefrein a set of method 
tflsaid service nodes; 
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IX. EVIDENCE APPENDIX 



None. 



X. RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPE VI > D 



None. 
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